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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed 
or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the 
subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject 
matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made 
to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was 
made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 
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This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

Claims 1 -1 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Dravida et al (US Pat 5,253,248). 

Consider Claim 1 , Dravida et al disclosed an apparatus comprising one or more 
processing elements and memory, wherein the memory stores one or more instructions 
that, when executed by said one or more processing elements, performs operations 
comprising (Col 1 1 , Lines 54-64, Dravida et al disclosed on how the apparatus is stored 
on a memory): maintaining one or more sets of routing information; wherein said 
maintaining one or more sets of routing information includes (Col 4 Lines 59-68, Dravida 
et al disclosed the routing tables): 

computing an updated set of routing information based on a received network topology 
change indication (Col 4 Lines 67-68, Col 5 Lines 1-5, Dravida et al disclosed on how 
each node sends its routing information), the updated set of routing information 
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including changes in one or more routes (Col 4 Lines 67-68, Col 5 Lines 1-5, Dravida et 
al disclosed on how each node sends its routing information), the network topology 
change indication being one of a progressive series of network changes with at least 
one more associated network topology change indication of the progressive series of 
network changes expected to be received in the future (Col 4 Lines 59-68, Dravida et al 
disclosed on routing tables are updated whenever there are changes in the network); 

Dravida et al did not explicitly state that said updated routing information does 
not change nexthop information of said maintained one or more sets of routing 
information, and determining not to update said one or more sets of routing information 
based on the updated set of routing information. 

But Dravida et al does disclose on how routing information is updated whenever 
there are topological changes in the network, for example when a node or link is added 
or deleted (Col 4 Lines 59-62), and the next hops are not modified by recalling more 
than once (Col 4 Lines 64-66, which will create network loops in routing table), when the 
routing tables are updated 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to an ordinary person skilled in the art at 
the time of the invention, to have routers obtain updated routing tables without changing 
next hop entries as this information is edited on the routing tables, one can keep the 
next hops information constant (without repeating new next hops), while updated route 
paths between links/nodes in the network are added to the routing entries. 
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Claim 2, has similar limitations as of Claim 1 , therefore it is rejected under the 
same rational as Claim 1 (See Motivation above). 

Consider Claim 3, Dravida et al disclosed Claim 3 the apparatus of claim 1 , 
wherein the network topology change indication identifies one or more routing metric 
changes (Col 3 Lines 20-27, Weight, which is a network metric value is added to each 
possible path) and a value identifying that said at least one more associated network 
topology change indication of the progressive series of network changes is expected to 
be received in the future (Col 8 Lines 22-27, Weight, which is a network metric value, is 
added to each node, when there is topological change in the network). 

Consider Claim 4, Dravida et al disclosed the apparatus of claim 1 , wherein said 
maintaining one or more sets of routing information includes: in response to identifying a 
timeout condition corresponding to the updated set of routing information subsequent to 
said determination of not to update said one or more sets of routing information based 
on the updated set of routing information (Dravida et al, Col 2 Lines 65-67, time-out 
conditions can occur if the routing tables are not stored/updated fast enough in the 
network), updating said one or more sets of routing information based on the updated 
set of routing information (Col 4 Lines 67-68, Col 5 Lines 1-5, Dravida et al disclosed on 
how each node sends its routing information). 
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Claim 5, has similar limitations as of Claim 1 , therefore it is rejected under the 
same rational as Claim 1 . 

Consider Claim 6, Dravida et al disclosed the method of claim 5, wherein the 
network topology change indication (Col 4 Lines 59-68) corresponds to switching to a 
computed backup path (Col 9 Lines 1-10, Alternate paths are also created, when 
network topology is changed). 

Claim 7, has similar limitations as of Claim 4, therefore it is rejected under the 
same rational as Claim 4. 

Claim 8, has similar limitations as of Claim 1 , therefore it is rejected under the 
same rational as Claim 8. 

Claim 9, has similar limitations as of Claim 2, therefore it is rejected under the 
same rational as Claim 2. 

Claim 10, has similar limitations as of Claim 3, therefore it is rejected under the 
same rational as Claim 3. 
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Claim 1 1 , has similar limitations as of Claim 4, therefore it is rejected under the 
same rational as Claim 4. 

Claim 12, has similar limitations as of Claim 1, therefore it is rejected under the 
same rational as Claim 1 . 

Claim 13, has similar limitations as of Claim 4, therefore it is rejected under the 
same rational as Claim 4. 

Claim 14, has similar limitations as of Claim 1 , therefore it is rejected under the 
same rational as Claim 1 . 

Claim 15, has similar limitations as of Claim 2, therefore it is rejected under the 
same rational as Claim 2. 

Claim 16, has similar limitations as of Claim 3, therefore it is rejected under the 
same rational as Claim 3. 

Claim 17, has similar limitations as of Claim 4, therefore it is rejected under the 
same rational as Claim 4. 
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Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 2/25/08 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Applicant argues that the prior art Dravida et al US Pat 5,253,248 does not teach 
the limitations "regarding of not applying a routing update in response to an expectation 
of at least one more update in the progressive set of updates and that this intermediate 
updated information does not change next hop information". 

It would be obvious to a person skilled in the art to see that Dravida et al 
disclosed on how updates to the routers occur when there is new topographical change 
in the network's link/nodes (Col 4 Lines 56-67), it then can update the routing tables, 
and at the same time the routing tables are designed to yield minimum hop paths to all 
destinations in such a way so that there is no looping with the hops (Col 4 Lines 64-67). 
It can be seen by an obvious person skilled in the art that routing tables do not have 
next hop information updated, even if the nodes/links are updated, as static entries can 
be added to the routing tables when the tables are updated. 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See M PEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 
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A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to ANISH SIKRI whose telephone number is 571 2701 783. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 8am - 5pm Monday - Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Nathan Flynn can be reached on 571-272-1915. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Anish Sikh 
a.s. 

June 5, 2008 
/Nathan J. Flynn/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2154 



